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Commanding Officer
Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Mr. Michael McClelland, Code 1832
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, California 94066-2402

COMMENTS ON PARCEL F DRAFT FEASIBILITY STTJDY, HUNTERS
POINT SHIPYARD, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. McClelland:

Enclosed are comments on the draft Feasibility Study for Parcel F from
DTSC's Human and Ecological Risk Division.

If you have questions regarding these comments, please call me at (510)
s40-3844.

NO0217.003791
HUNTERS POINT

Wt'o't

Department of
Toxic Substances
Control

700 Heinz Avenue,
Bldg. F, Saite 200
Berkeley, CA
94710

Jwe25, t998
,l\.;^
,\w.

Pete Wilson
Governor

Peter M. Rooney
Secretaryfor
Environmental
Protection

Sincerely,

, /  .  I
Ua'k-r*-W
Valerie Heusinkveld
Hazardous Substances Scientist
Office of Military Facilities

Enclosure

cc: see next page
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o Mr. Michael McClelland
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cc: Ms. Sheryl Lauth (SFD-8-2)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. California 94105-3901

Mr. David Leland
California Regional Water Qualrty Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612

Ms. Amy Brownell
San Francisco Department of Public Health
1390 Market Street, Suite 910
San Francisco, Califonia 94102
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TO: Vaferie Heusinkveld, Projest Manager
Site Mitigatlon Branch, Regton 2
700 Heinz, Second Floor, Building F
Berkeley, CA94704

Jarnes M. Polisini, Ph.D.
Human and Ecological Risk Dlvision

June25,1998

HUNTERS POINT DRAFT PARCEL
tPeA14740, SITE 20005047 H:281

818 ss1 2841 P.A2/A9
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Dcptnunt of
Toxic Stbstances
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DATE:

SUBJECT: F FEASIBILITY STUDY

Backoround

we have reviEwed the documenttiued pareet F Feasianf study, Drafr Report, Hunters
Point Shlpyard Ssn Fancisn, Califomia, dated April 3, 199E. This draft Feasibility Study
(FS) was prepared.by Tetra Tech, EM Inc., of San Franclsco, catibrnia and Levinl-
Fricke-Recon lnc. of Emeryville, Califomia. ThiE reviEw focused arclusMety on Sestion
3.0, whieh defines and applies the selection criteria. This review is in response t6 your
written work requesl

Hunters Point Shipiard (HPS) is sitrated on a promontory in the southwesEm portion of
San Francisco Bay. HPS is bounded on the north and eaat by San Francisco day and on
the south and westiby 0re Bayview Hunters Point district of San Francisco. The on-base
property at HPS is approritnate! 4gT acres on land.

General Gomments

1-The recently-releesed (May, 1998) final sediment ambient concentrafions releasect by
the San Francisco RegionalWater Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB) should be
compared to the ambient concentrations used in this Feasibilily Stucly to determine
whether the cortclusions and volumes would be dramatically changed.

2.An Effecte Range-Median (ER-M) of 351 pg/kg rributyltin (TBT) atrributed to the EpA
is used in the assessment of rBT sediment concenhations. This value was
reportedly taken from the Contaminated Sediments NEws number 18. Conlaminatad
Sediments News number 18 containE no value of 351 pg/kg tributyl tin, but rebis to a
u.s. EPA Region x report on TBT in puget sound. Theapproach used was
equilibrium partitioning (EqP) freory normalized b organic carbon in sedimenb- The
TBT sediment afiect concentration would then vary bitveen each sampling site
based on the oqanic carbon oontent In addition [he summary ot tfre iegiin i r"port
contained in the ContaminaEd Sedimente Newe number 18 stiates: "Resutts of
Region 10_s_study suggest that bulk sediment, and organic carbon-normalized
sediment TBT soncentsatione may be poor predictors of me bioavaitable ftaction of
lBT. lhus, Region_l0 strongly recommends that sediment cleanup decisions et
Superfund sites in Puget Sound be based on TBT concentrations in intgrstitialwater.
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;
and on any asgociated biologigil efiects testing-" We conbcted tGren Keeley, the
EPA Region X gontiact for the TBT raport, and were told tfrat the TBT repoil iontained
no ER-M valueiforTBT in bulk sedimintand frat EPA Region X screens sediment
TBT based on 5 TBT in pore water concentration of 0.05 Ugfl (as TBT ion) to 0.15 pg/l
as TBT ion. Plpase erplain how the single value of 351 pgrkE-*as OarelopeO given-
varying organii carbon content and outline the methodology ueed inctuding the
odanol'water partitioning fas,tor, aquatic tsxicrty values artd orEanic carbon content

Specific Comments

3-The San Franclsco_Reglonal Water Quallty Control Board (SFRWeGB) hae released
the San Fra1o19o Bay ambient sediment sonsenhation report (Gandeibery and
Hetzel, 1998). The eediment concenhatione containeA in thie report br inorganic
elements and grganic compounds should be used rather than hose containeO in the
Sheanrrater Sitb Orderend the Long-Term Management Strategy (LTMS) (Section
3.1.4, page 3-Band Section 3.2.1, fage 3-11).

4' Our understanding of the value used by the U.S. EPA to evaluate sediment tributyl Un
(TBT) concentrations is that it was deplndent on the total organic carbon (TOC)
content of the sedimenb (section 3.1,4, page 3€)- The unib are therebre pg n/g
rodrnmr arbd'r. This report uses a 351 pg ta/kg reclnanr value for the low volurne scenarlo
yiioh is preserited as an EPA ReEion X ER-M. The EPn Reglon X contact, tGren
Keeley, explairred that Region X does nst use bulk sediment fgf concentration b
screen sites, btlt rather uEes sedirnEnt pore water TBT concenfations. Sbtions
TCSMO3, TCSiOl, TDSTOI, TESSOz, and TFSMO3 (Tabte A-1-13) have TBT pore
water concentrations eroeeding 0.05 pg/|. Please determine whether these stafuons
were includad in both the low and high volume scenarios and explain the discrepaney
between the TBT value used and the methodoloEy prefrned ry knn Region X,
Please see General Gomment number Z.

5'We do not belleve the sEbment regardinE tre polychlofinated biphenyt (pCB)
cleanup value 'Bccepted' by,the U.s. Fish ano wlore service (u'srwsiror
Commeneement Bay NearshorefTidef,ats in Washington (Seetibn 3.1.A, page $,9) is
conect Tha USFI/\IS accepted the 150 pg/kg PCB bEEed on risk managerient
criteria, but etated that a PCB eoncentration of 30 pglkg woulct be fre protectve
concentration. :We accept this 150 pg/kg PCB sedirnent concentrahbn for evatuation
of the low volume scenailo, but please amend the implication that the USFtrllS
considered 150 pg/kg pCB proteetive

6.I'IERD has conlinuously recommended that ttre human health risk Essessment for
HPA include tre fish and/or shetlfish ingestion pathway. The Remedial Action
Objectives {RAOs) developed in thiE FS do noi directty coneider protection of human
health (Section 3.Z, gage 3-10), Hsrrorer, he remediatattematives which severhe
exposure pathway br sediment to fish and/or shellfish mav be protective of human
health. We recommend that ille DTSG Proliect Managei conslierthlE human heatth
pathway when avaruating the remedrar anematives proposed here.

7.An EPA TBT sedirnentvalue of 3sl pg,#kg...",.* is presenM as an ER-M
equivalent (Section 9.2.1.2, page 3-ri).'fnJfetvalue thave seen athibured to EpA
as 1255 ue my'(9 ors'{ccrtFn. at a 1 percent totat organic carbon level this woutd be
12.55 pg TBT/kg sediment, nearly idenficalto theletra Tech EMI (TtEMl) value of 13
pg/kg. Please dee Genenl Comment number 2.
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8.!-twqs our understanding 0rat,the Corps of Engineers (cOE) Teeting Guidetines ficr
Dredged Matedal Disposalat San Fnniisco Bay Sites was withdraLn afier release of
the draft docunrent (Seclion 3.2.1.8, page 3-13).

9.The bulk sediment bioassay criterion (sedion 3.2.1.8, page 3-13) is based on g0
Percent of the 75 percent sulival at the Parcef F rebrence slte. We belteve a 75
percent amphipod sulival rate is not indicatlve of an unimpacted rebrence site. The
san Francisco Regional water Quality contnor Board (sFRWocB) regionaf
monitodng proEram has noted unerplained adverse efbcte in bioassaye at differing
time br sites thoughtto represent unimpacted sediment. We believe the survival Ete
at the Parcel F'reference eltE ls a caEe of unerplainabte amphipod mortality at thiE
sib. Aworking standad that has developed In revlall of oher sediment
investigations in san Francisco Bay is a criterion for impacted vs. unimpacted
sediment of T6 percent survlval in Sre amphipod bioassay. The 76 percent suruival
as an absolute bioassay criterion. Sample locations with amphipod survivalbelow
thk criterion should be further evaluated. The Army Corps oi Engineere '80 parcent
iule' should E! be applied this 76 percent absolute amphipoO sqrvival criterion.

10. Consideration of the eccretion and erosion aeas outlined in the San Francisco
Sediment Budget Study (Section 3.?-3, page 3-15) shoutd be used with some cautjon.
The digitized sounding data rrverE grouped by quadnngtes approximately 400 feet on
a side. Accordlng to the author. in some cases the individual bounding llcetions were
more than 1000 feet apart The uncertainV in the boundary between iccretion and
erosion areas is therefore on the order of 200 Eet. onee areas of ooncem are
identified, the.more detailed hydrographic sunrey inbrmation should be analyzed to
more closely identil*y specife areas of sonoem at the boundary of accretion ind
erosion area..

11. RAos were not developed for the yoeemite creek area (Area x) (section 3.3, page
3'15). We recornmend that regulatory agencies consult todeterminl e 

"ourse 
of

action for this area.

12. The San Francisco Bay Sediment BudEet Study (SFBSBS) evidence of accretion is
the basis for concluding trat Area I sediments wiil continue to be covered (Seaion
3.3.1.3, page 3-17). Detaited hydrographic sounding data shoutd be eramined to
confirm this concluslon lf the sampllng locatlons are wlthln 200 bet of the boundary of
an accretion or erosion area.

13. HERD considers the eolid phase bioassay survival rate of 62 percent br station
TAsrO3 as an indication of potsntially adverse efbcG (Section 3.3.1.g, page 3-1E).

14' Station S-02 should be retained as a station of remedial consem under the high
volume scenario, but may be etiminated under the lay volume scenario (Secgoi
3.3,2.6, page 3-21). The hct that there was high suruival at station TXSTo1 witr
eediment lead concenhations similar to S-02 ana nign survival at Station TCSTo1 with
higher sediment TBT is encouraging, but not sufficidnt to eliminate station S-02 from
the high volumB scenario furArea ll. lf sediment concanfEtions were abeolute
predictors of bioassay FasPonEe wE woutd not be required to perform palred chemical
and biotogical analyses.

15. There is considerable discussion regarding the chemical resultE for stetion TCSM93
in Area lll as'anomalous' (section 3.g-.i.2, page s-zl and section 3.3.3-s, page 3-

o
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25). lf the chernical reeulte from this station have paesed data validation the data
should be considered accurate. We beliare the discussion of anomotous resuftg
should be refioved from the text br validated data. We aEree, however, that Station
TCSMO3 may be excluded tom he low volume scenario as long as it is included in
the high volume scenario.

16. Station S-16 ie elimlnated from both lour and hlgh volume ecenarloE In Area lV
based on the conclushn that accretfon will cover any contaminants (Section 3.3.4.5,
page 3-29). DEtailad hydrographie sounding data should be eramined to confirm this
@nclusion if the sampling locations are within 200 bet of the boundery of an
accretion or erosion area. Stafion $16 ehould remain in the low volume scenario if
there is some doubt whether the station is in an area of accretion or erosion.

17. Please list the survival rates for the sediment bioassays for stations TGSTO3 and
TlsTOl rather than rsEr to the 60 perc€nt of referance av€rage (section 3.3.4.6,
page 3-29). Please see comment number I for HERD lnterpretatlon of solid phase
bioassay survival.

18. Area lV should be evaluated again given the preceding two comments.

19. lf subsurface sediment at sEtion S-17 is eliminated based on accretion in a berthing
area (Section 3,3.5.3, page 331) some mechanism muat be put in ptace to enEure
the sediments are not disturbed_

20. We agree that the 64 percent amphipod survival at station TTST01 (Section 3.3.7.6,
page 3'37), even though it iE less than 76 percent sullval, does not require further
evaluatiott basgd on fte high surviva! rates for the otherfive samples from Area Vtl.

21. lt would appear that finer dlEtincfion of accretlon and eroslon areas are made for
Area vlll based on the sFBsBs (section 3.3.8.3, page 340) than may be
supportable by the dah hydrographic date limitations. PleaEe see Specific Comment
nurnber 10.

22. Station location TVSSO2 ghould be included in the high volume ecenario forArea
Vlll (Section 3.3.8-5, page 341). The single oontaminantwhich erceeds the ER-M is
mercury, The ER-M is based on direct effigcte to benthlc organisrts. The greaier
ecofoEical hazard for mercury is probably to higher level consumers when conauming
organisms which have incorporated mercury into their tiseuee.

23- Would not the bioactumulation criterion br PCBs under the high volume scenario
be 30 pg/kg not the valuo of 150 pg/kg steted br atailonE s-09 and s-10 (Sectiorr
3.3.8,6; page 342)? Please conect this value if this is a typographtc enor.

24. Some of the adjectives applied to the levels by which chemical concentrations
exceed ambier* concenkations are'confusing in the Area lX discussion (Section
1.3'9.1' paga 3'43). A mercury concentration which exseeds the ambient by 2.9
times is 'significant while e low molecularweight (LMW polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbon (PAHs) concentration which exceede ambient by 2.3 tirnes is'sllght'.
We suggest less divergent adjectivee fur euch similar etceedances.

25. The word 'high' appears in line 12 of Section 3.3.10.8 (page 3-so) where it does rrot
appear to make grammaticalsense. please amend thle sentence.
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26. Please provide all the survival rates for ttre solid phase bioassaye atArea X
(Section 3.3.10.6, page 3-51) in the tert for evaluation. We do not agree that an
amphipod survival rate of 65 percent is indicative of no adverse effecfs.

Gonclusione

Wth the exception of the keafrnent of Mbutyl tln (TBT) In the low volume scenario, the
draft Feasibility Stqdy app€anl to have identified those arcas of Parcel E which pose the
graateet ecological,hazard. Therc are sEveral sample locations identified in our
comments which wg believe should be inclUded ln the remediation scenarios.

The major risk assessment concern ls the lmplementatlon of the 3S1 pglkg TBT
concentration, We.require the additional infonnation listed in the specific comments to
review this eriterion. Review of the TBT sediment criterion could have a major eftct on
the conclusions of the Feasibility Study as TBT was found in many samples.
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